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ABSTRACT
The potential value of employee rating as a managenaent
tool has not been attained by the rating plans v;hich have
been used during the past decade in the Federal government
for rating Federal employees. This was found to be general-
ly true by the Hoover Commission in so far as the Unifcnc
Efficiency Rating Plan v;as concerned. It is also true of
the Performance Rating Plan presently in use, if the plant
at which this investigation v.-as undertaken can be cited as
an example.
Specific reasons for the failure of these two rating
plans have been determined. It may be said, however, that
the primary cause of the failure of the Uniform Efficiency
Rating Plan was due to the plan itself. It was neither
reliable nor valid for the purposes it was designed to serve.
Likewise, it may be stated that the primary cause for dis-
satisfaction with the Performance Rating Plan has been due
to the fact that personnel who administer and use the plan
have failed to comprehend the real purpose for which it was
designed. The resulting misuse of a basically good plan has
led to almost complete failure to derive any of the benefits
which are inherent in this type of rating plan. Frustration
and eventual withdrawal of interest has resulted.
The present situation may be likened to the problem of
fitting a square peg into a round hole. At present, the

il
tendency has been to blame the peg for beinf square, i..^.
Performance Rating being a poor system to have to use. How-
ever, in this case the peg must remain square, since Perform-
ance Rating is required by law. Therefore, the only alter-
native, if the problem is to be solved at all, is to change
the shape of the hole (by altering the interpretation of
those who are required to use the system).
The proposed rating procedure represents a possible
solution to the problem, and a practical one as well. It
lies within both the intent and the letter of the law govern-
ing Federal rating procedures. It is in full accord with
the general recommendations of the Hoover Commission, which
led to the passage of the Performance Rating Act of 195^*
The main ideas of the proposed procedure, namely those
of: (a) requiring the supervisor to analyze the Jobs he
supervises; (b) requiring the supervisor to let the employee
know what is expected of him on his particular job; and
(c) letting the employee know how he is doing and how he may
improve his performance, should be of considerable value in
accomplishing the stated objective of "improving the effi-
ciency and economy of the Service through the improvement
of performance of both supervisory and non-supervisory person
nel".

MERIT RATING OF FEDERAL EMPLOYEES
INTRODUCTION
Merit rating is a personnel practice which is general-
ly considered to be an important and integral part of the
management function, be it in business, industry, or in gov-
ernment. The idea of Judging and evaluating the performance
of employees on their jobs is inherent in any group work sit-
uation. It is axiomatic, that whenever people work together,
judgements will be made by one about the others. The very
existence of this judgement process, the realization that
supervisors do evaluate their people, provides the basic raw
material for a tool of great potential value to the personnel
manager. Merit rating is the name which has been given to
the attempt to systematically organize this raw material to
produce a usable and valuable management tool. Many formal
systems have been devised for doing this. Numerous purposes
have been defined to be served by merit rating procedures.
The potential value of such a tool was recognized long
ago by the Federal government. In fact, formal merit rating
has been an established Federal personnel practice since 1337.
For an excellent bibliography of published information
concerning employee rating plans see; Mahler, Walter R.
,
Twenty Years of Merit Ratine . 1926 -19ii6 . The Psychological
Corporation, New York, 1946.

Many systems have been tried -during this tLme in the attempt
to find a method of employee appraisal and evaluation which
is simple, practical, and acceptable, and, at the same time,
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reliable and valid. The degree of success achieved by
these systems in performing their assigned functions has been
the subject of much discussion, and a source of considerable
dissatisfaction to these involved. The colossal size of the
work force (over two million employees), the many and widely
diversified types of activities in the Federal structure,
and the especially sensitive position of the Federal govern-
ment as an employer have all combined to make the problem of
merit rating of Federal employees more difficult.
This paper is concerned with a study of Federal merit
rating practice in recent years. It is primarily a case
study of merit rating at a particular government activity;
but since this activity seems typical, the material present-
ed is generally considered to be applicable to the entire
civil service structure. Considerable background material
Is presented concerning the present merit rating system and
its immediate predecessor. These systems are described in
detail, and the results of each are critically analyzed. As
a result of the study, a more practical rating procedure is
developed and described.
U.S. Civil Service Commission, History of the Federal
Civil Service . 1789 to the Present . U.S. Government Printing
Office, Washington, 19kl'

The investigation was undertaken at the Naval Ordnance
Plant, Indianapolis, Indiana. This establishment is here-
inafter referred to as NOPI for the sake of brevity. NOPI
is considered to be quite representative of a Federal activ-
ity in that nearly all classes of civil service employees,
both "white-collar" and "blue -collar" , in nearly all grades
and classifications, are represented in its work force of
some 3000 employees. It is a matter of record th«t Federal
employee merit rating plans have never been considered suit-
able to the needs of this activity by those concerned with
personnel management at the plant. ^ Considerable dissatis-
faction with rating procedures in current use has also been
evidenced in an employee attitude survey recently conducted
at NOPI. Less than 40^ of the employees feel that the
system now in use rates them fairly in their present job
performance.^
The purpose of this investigation has been to analyze
this situation as carefully as possible, and to seek to
develop a better rating procedure, especially for use at NOPI,
^Rawls , Julian Ezra , A ProcedVffg ISiL UlS. ApprQlsaj Si£.
Personnel Practices in a Naval Industrial Activity . M.S.
Thesis in Industrial Engineering, Purdue University, June,
1950. Unpublished.
^Priest, Charles, Jr. , An Appraisal of Factors Affect -
inr Productivity in a Naval Ordnance Plant . M.S. Thesis in
Industrial Engineering, Purdue University, May, 1954* Un-
published.

Since the proposed plan seems aore In keeping with the in-
tent of the law presently povernin^ Federal merit rating,
the procedures proposed may also be adaptable to other Feder-
al activities.
The author makes no claim to originality in develop-
ing the methods
,
since the material has been adequately pre-
sented in the other studies which will be referred to. If
any part of the proposed plan is original, it is the analy-
sis of the existing situation and the application of avail-
able methods to the solution of the specific problem at
hand. The decisions reached have resulted either from the
author's analysis of existing records, regulations, and
directives in effect at NCPI , or from discussions between
the author and supervisory personnel at all levels of man-
agement throughout the plant.

PRESENTING THE PRGBLEL'
The Uniform Efficiency Rating System
This section is devoted to a description and analysis
of the merit rating system in use prior to the present one.
It was called the Uniform Efficiency Rating System. The
discussion is intended to provide a background for the
evolvement of the system which is currently in use, and to
give a better Insight into the attitudes regarding merit
rating of Federal employees.
Dissatisfaction with the Uniform Efficiency Rating
System used in rating Federal employees during the 1940'
s
was widespread. This system, as described by the U.S. Civil
Service Commission,-^ consisted of an adjective summary rat-
ing (Excellent, Very Good, Good, Fair, or Unsatisfactory)
based upon a standard form. (Figure 1.) This form contain-
ed twenty elements which were applicable to non-supervisory
duties; and eleven elements which referred to administrative
plarjiing , and supervisory duties. For a given position,
especially pertinent elements to be considered in rating
were designated by underlining on the form, and lesser ele-
ments were designated by marking. The rater then indicated
by placing a symbol in front of the statement whether the
^U.S. Civil Service Commission, Report on Efficiency
Ratings in Accordance with the Provisions of the Classifica -
tion Act of 19a.9 . U.S. Covernment Printing Office, Washing-
ton, 1950.

ratee's performance was outstanding (+) , adequate (\/) , or
weak (-). On the basis of these evaluations a formula was
applied to determine the employee's over-all adjective rating
(Figure 1.)
The ratings were prepared by the immediate supervisor,
reviewed by higher supervisors, then reviewed and approved
by an efficiency rating committee which has the authority
of the head of the activity or agency. Each employee was
notified of the particular adjective rating given to him
and of the steps he could take if he disagreed with the
rating he had received. He was also permitted to see his
rating on individual elements if he so desired.
In addition to the mechanics of the rating procedure
described above, there were in effect a number of adminis-
trative rules and regulations, devised primarily to protect
individual employees against discrimination, favoritism, and
unjust treatment. Each employee not only had the right to
see his own rating, but also to know the ratings of other
employees in his agency, and to appeal his rating through
the various stages of review. "Fair" or "Unsatisfactory"
ratings required demotion or separation action. However, no
employee could be given a "Fair" or ••Unsatisfactory"rating
unless he had been given a warning three to six months prior
to the rating, specifically informing him: (a) how his per-
formance failed to meet requirements; (b) hew he could im-
prove his performance; (c) that he had the opportunity to
bring about such improvement; and (d) that he would re-
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oceive a "Fair" or "Unsatisfactory" rating if his performance
did not improve to meet required standards. Failure to
achieve to least a rating of "Good" acted to prevent the em-
ployee from getting automatic within-grade advancement, and
his efficiency rating vitally affected his place on the
retention register. In all cases involving demotion or dis-
missal, the employee had to be given written notice at least
30 days in advance of the proposed action, which he could
appeal. The rules also outlined special considerations to
be given if the employee was a veteran. The typical rating
procedure used is depicted graphically in Figure 2.
Efficiency ratings were required to be used for a
number of purposes. They were considered in matters of pro-
motion, demotioi. , separation, retention lists for reduction
in force, in-grade pay increases, and awards.
What were the results of using this system? At NCPI
,
as in nearly all government agencies and establishments, it
is generally conceded that the system failed miserably to
accomplish the purposes for which it was designed. A quant-
itative look at the general results of using the efficiency
rating procedure shows one reason for this. Statistical
analysis of a number of ratings showed the distribution of
adjective ratings to be heavily skewed toward the favorable
end of the scale. In most cases, 80^, or more, of the
ratees were described as "Excellent" or "Very Good". In
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TYPICAL EFFICIENCY RATING PROCEDURE
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as 96. 39^ in the top two brackets of the 5 point scale - with
55^ in the topmost, or "Excellent", category. To accept
the fact that 30^ or more of a population of over two mil-
lion are above average requires considerable imagination -
or else a new definition of the word "average". Moreover,
to make intelligent use of such a distribution for the pur-
poses desired is impractical, if not impossible. The system,
for one reason or another, simply did not discriminate be-
tween employees, and was therefore meaningless for adminis-
trative actions.
Hindsight always being better than foresight, the
above results are not too surprising. In the first place,
the efficiency rating form is nothing more than a series of
statements designating characteristics or traits which are
to be measured. Many of these are so poorly defined and of
such a general nature as to mean all things to all people.
While an attempt was made to give special consideration to
elements applicable to the particular Job of the ratee,
there is no evidence of any study ever having been made to
establish the validity of this procedure for determining the
7
over-all adjective rating.
The Commission on Organization of the Executive
Branch of the Government - Hoover Report, Appendix A, Task
Force Report on Federal Personnel . U. S. Government Printing




The attempt to pain administrative simplicity embodied
In applying a "uniform" plan covering so many people in so
many different types of Jobs, while admirable in that respect,
quite often led to freat difficulties in its application to
specific Job situations. It was like trying to force every-
one to wear the same size of shoe after reasoning- that: (a)
everyone should wear shoes, and (b) the quickest and cheap-
est means of providing shoes for everyone is to standardize
on one average size and mass produce them. Unfortunately
for the wearers, however, no one had a really good fit.
In addition, there was little uniformity in the rating
standards used by the raters. General objective standards
were defined, but quite often so vaguely that almost any
interpretation was possible for any specific job situation.
No two raters set the same criteria for marking a trait on
the form. Thus neither the validity, nor the reliability of
the system had been established for the purposes it was de-
signed to serve.
In the second place, the rules and regulations sur-
rounding the entire rating procedure contributed considerably
toward preventirig the appearance of valid ratings. This was
demonstrated quite dramatically by Weschler, Massarik, and
Tannenbaum in an experiment conducted at the U. S. Naval
Ordnance Test Station, Pasadena Annex, Pasadena, California,
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(an activity quite similar to NOPI incidentally). The
conditions outlined for the test were intended to remove as
many as possible of the restrictions normally imposed on
raters by administrative rules and regulations. Although
the raters ..ere told to give ratings which they would be
willing to discuss with the ratees
,
they were told not to
abide by the other rules in use , and to rate exactly as they
wished. No advance warnings to the employee were necessary
if the rater desired to give a rating of less than "Good";
no review or challenge of ratings wPs assumed; the computa-
tion of adjective ratings wes not required and the convers-
ion formula was omitted from the form; the new rating was to
have no effect on the retention of the employee; and finally,
no one but the research staff was to see the ratings. A
comparison of the ratings made under the normal conditions
and ratings made under the experimental conditions showed
a considerable shift in the distribution of ratings as a
result of removing many of the restrictions imposed on
raters by the rules and regulations governing the rating
procedure. The results are shown in Table 1. on the next
page.
3
"Weschler, Irving R. , llassarik, Fred, and Tannenbaum,
























Evolution of the Present Federal Rating System
Efficiency Rating was one of the aspects of Federal
personnel mana^-ement which was thoroughly investigated by
the Hoover Commission, especially by the Personnel Policy
Committee. The analysis by this group revealed a number of
weaknesses thought pertinent to revision of the entire ef-
ficiency rating procedure. Specifically it was felt that
the efficiency rating procedures used tended to undermine
supervisor-employee relationships because of a number of
features. These are enumerated below.
a. The system makes mandatory either a public reward
or a public penalty.
b. The super\'isor • s determination is subject to chal-
lenge at three higher levels. This has tended
to alienate supervisor and employee, and to weak-
en the authority of the supervisor.
c. The efficiency rating process is based upon contra-




d. Two Important uses of personnel evaluation are not
facilitated by present procedures, namely em-
ployee development and employee growth potential.
Based upon the above findings, the commission proposed
that the merit rating system be chonged considerably. Gen-
erally, it was recommended thnt efficiency ratings should be
confined to an appraisal of each employee's performance,
progress, and growth potential. Specifically the commission
recommended that the following revisions be made.
a. The formal efficiency rating process should be
limited to the supervisor's indicating on the 3
factors mentioned above whether the employee is
superior, satisfactory or weak.
b. Upon completion of this evaluation, the supervisor,
should have a personal, confidential discussion
with each employee. This is to consist of a
review of the employee's strengths and weakness-
es in order to facilitate the employee's future
growth.
c. Each agency should conduct, as part of its person-
nel program, a training a/:d advisory service to
assist supervisors in the selection of evalua-
tion factors and in the preparation and use of
efficiency ratings.
d. The efficiency rating should be used in conjunction
with the annual audit of key Jobs, and selection
of candidates for advanced career training, and
the establishment of promotion reglsters.il
The findings of the commission provided much of the
groundwork leading to the passage of the Performance Rating





Act of 1950» This law, embodying' many of the commission's
recommendations, now serves as the basic authority and fuide
for federal employee appraisal and rating practices. The
fallaciousness of universal application of a uniform system
was recofnized in that each agency or department is <it pre-
sent required to establish its own plan, subject to approval
by the Civil Service Commission. The requirements set forth
for agency plans are of such a nature, however, that abandon-
ment of the uniform system idea is more apparent in name
than in practice. -^ In gen&ral
,
plans must provide for:
a. Recognizing merit of employees and their contribu-
tions to efficiency and economy in the Federal
Service.
b. Making proper performance requirements known to
employees and appraising their performance in
relation to such requirements.
c. Using performance appraisals to improve the effect-
iveness of employee performance, and for strength-
ening supervisor-employee relationships.
d. Keeping employees currently advised of their per-
formance and promptly notifying them of their
performance ratings.
Administrative procedures for the new plan are almost
hs restrictive as they were under the old plan.
12
Civil Service Preference Retirement . and Salary Clas -
sification Laws
. Compiled by Supt. Document Room, House of
Representatives, U.S. Goverriment Printing Office, Washing-
ton, D.C., 1952. Public law 873-^lst Congress.
^U. S. Civil Service Commission, Chapter P-4 - "Per-
formance Rating", Federal Personnel Manual, U. S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, D. C, 1950.
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The plan established by the Navy Department"^ and approved
by the Civil Service Commission is the one which KOPI is
required to use. This system and the procedure ciorrently
in use are described in the following section.
The Present Performance Rating System
As described in the Performance Appraisal and Rating
Manual in use at NCPI,-^3 the present formal merit rating
system bears little superficial resemblance to the old Uni-
form Efficiency Rating System. To start with, it has been
given a new name, "Performance Rating". .The rating form now
used (see Figure 3«) contains only three rating factors;
Quality of Work, Quantity of Work, and Adaptability. The
rater indicates on each of these factors by letter the ratee's
characteristic work performance as follows; "Outstanding"
(0), "Satisfactory" (S) , or "Unsatisfactory" (U). An over-
all adjective performance rating is then assigned, based on
the markings given to the three rating factors. To assign
an adjective rating of "Outstanding", all three factors must
be marked (0) , and full written Justification must be append-
ed to the rating sheet. Similarly, one or more (U) factor
marks require assignment of the adjective rating "Unsatis-
"^
TJavy Civilian Personnel Instructions .Instruction Ko.
130, "Performance Appraisals and Ratings" , Office of Indust-
rial Relations, Navy Department, Washington, D. C.
^^NOPI Instruction 12130.1, Performance Appraisal and
Rating Hanual
.
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factory", again fully supported In writing. All other
combinations of factor markings are assigned an adjective
rating of "Satisfactory", and no written Justification is
required, either for the final adjective rating or for any
of the factor markings. The employee is notified of his
rating, and has the right to appeal an official rating of
"Unsatisfactory" to a Performance Rating Board, and further
to a statutory Board of Review if not satisfied with the
decision of the Performance Rating Board. A "Satisfactory"
rating may also be appealed to one of the boards mentioned,
but not to both, if the employee feels dissatisfied with
this official rating.
In general, the same restraints formerly placed on the
awarding of "Fair" or "Unsatisfactory" adjective ratings
under the old Uniform Efficiency Rating System apply to the
awarding of an "Unsatisfactory" performance rating under the
new system. The ratee must be notified at least 90 days in
advance of the awarding of an "Unsatisfactory" rating, and
all the other stipulations mentioned before, such as point-
ing out specific performance deficiencies, warning the employ-
ee that he will be rated "Unsatisfactory" unless performance
is improved, etc., are still required. An official perform-
ance rating of "Unsatisfactory" is cause for demotion, re-
assignment, or separation action.
The actual formal rating procedure at NOPI is about as
streamlined as such a system can get. Once a year the In-
dustrial Relations Department forwards a memorandum to all
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Department lieads requesting that a list of employees who
are to be rated "Cutstandlng" or "Unsatisfactory" be furnish-
ed by a given date. Industrial Relations then forwards a
Performance Rating Sheet (Figure 3«) to the supervisors of
these employees. The sheet is filled out by the rater,
and the written statement fully Justifying all aspects of
the rating is drawn up and appended to the rating sheet.
Both are examined and commented on by the reviewer. The
rating is then discussed with the ratee. The rating sheet
Is initialled by him, and returned to the Industrial Rela-
tions Department for Performance Rating Board approval. Upon
approval by the Board, a copy of the official rating form is
returned to the employee to serve as an official notice of
rating. This procedure is followed for only those employees
who are rated "Outstanding" or "Unsatisfactory".
All other employees are automatically considered as
"Satisfactory" and are so notified using an "Employee's
Notice of Official Performance Rating of Satisfactory"
(Figure i4.. ). After being approved by the Performance Rating
Board (also automatic), these forms are distributed to em-
ployees by the supervisors. At this time the rating is dis-
cussed with the employee by his supervisor. In other words,
employees who are rated as "Satisfactory" are notified auto-
matically, and no signature, initials, or marking of any
kind is required by either supervisor or employee. However,
rating forms are required for those employees who are to be
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According' to NCPI's Performance Appraisal and Ratlnp
Manual, performance ratings are tc be used for determining
pay Increases, promotion, reassignment, demotion, separation,
compiling retention lists for reduction in force, and awards
consideration for employees with "Cutstanding" ratings.
In addition to providing a formal basis for the above person-
nel actions, performance ratings are also Intended to provide
a systematic basis for improving employee performance and
strengthening supervisor-employee relationships. How usable
is the system for these purposes?
Analysis of the Results of Performance Rating at NCPI
It is readily admitted that the present Performance
Rating System leaves a great deal to be desired as a useful
and valuable tool to be used by management as a basis for
the necessary personnel actions it was designed to facilitate.
Both top management and supervisory personnel from the first
line on up have expressed considerable dissatisfaction with
it. The simple fact is, that except in very rare cases, no
useful Information regarding the employee's performance is
recorded or conveyed using this system. The common complaint
is , "How can you intelligently use performance ratings for
anything when everybody has the same rating?"






and the procedures involved in its administration, nearly
everyone is rated "Satisfactory". The extent to which this
condition prevails cert-iinly justifies the above complaint.
In the last rating period at NCPI (May, 1952-May, 1953), out
of 3 1 000 employees rated, there were L^ rated "Outstandirif " ,
none "Unsatisfactory", and the balance were rated "Satis-
factory". ' These are the only three adjective ratings
recorded, and there is no shading of any rating towards
either high or low within the category.
The number of "Outstanding" ratings, though less than
1^ (.0,1^1^ to be exact) of the total, is not considered to be
exceptionally small in view of the stringent requirements
imposed for achievement of this rating. In fact, a survey
of U^fGSj employee ratings at various naval shore establish-
ments in the Twelfth Naval District (includes NOFI) during
the same rating period, using essentially the same rating
system, showed only 37 "Outstanding" ratings, or 0.06^ of the
total. The number of "Outstanding" ratings is also con-
sistent with the number made during the previous year at
NCPI when there were 12 "Outstanding" ratings; however the
'These figures direct from Personnel Department files
made available to the author.
^°"News and Views on Industrial Relations" , Twelfth
Naval District Bulletin . No. Uh, This is a monthly infcrna-
ticn bulletin distributed by Naval District Headquarters to
all agencies in the District.
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total number of employees was 10^ less at that time.
All in all, it would seem that the standards outlined
for rating performance as •* Outstanding" are quite high, well
defined, and consistently interpreted to mean "demonstrated
performance deserving of special commendation", as was intend-
ed by the Congress when it passed the Performance Rating Act
of 1950* Consequently, employees who receive this rating
at NOPI are automatically considered for special recognition,
awards, and commendation. Such action, in practice at least,
has been tantamount to giving the awards directly, since in
nearly every case , further examination by reviewing boards
and awards committees, etc., has been merely perfunctory in
nature, and approval for awards automatic.
Whether such action is properly within the scope of
performance rating or not has been seriously questioned at
NOPI. A majority of supervisors, in conferences regarding
rating, have gone on record as favoring the abolition of this
use for ratings. The feeling is that recognition must be
given to outstanding employees, but that such recognition
should more properly result from committee action, as part
of the awards and incentives program rather than from per-
19formance rating by a single supervisor. '^
"^These recommendations were made as a result of a ser-
ies of supervisor coriferences on Performance Rating held at
NOPI for the purpose of seeking to improve the program. They
represent a consensus of opinion. Records of these confer-
ences were made available to the author.
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Although the niimber of "Cut standing" rcitlngs resulting
from the Performance Rating System is so small as to be near-
ly insignificant numberwise, it see.T.s advisable to mention
a few other aspects of this analysis v/hich would indicate
that there are other factors besides the standards laid down
'.vhich influence the awarding of "Cut standing" perforrar^nce
ratings. It is interesting to note, upon examination of the
group rated "Cutstanding"
,
that only two out of the I/4. were
ungraded ("blue-collar") employees. T;vo cut of I4, despite
the fact that the total work force is made up of 2100 un-
graded employees and only 90O graded ("white-collar") employ-
ees.' Percentagewise this means that in the "blue-collar"
group only about 0.1^ were regarded as "Cutstanding"; whereas
in the other group, viz . the graded employees, 1.3?^. or 13
times as many, were considered "Outstanding". Nor is this
tendancy unique to NCPI,
In the previously cited survey which covered 35.^91
ungraded and 12,796 graded employees, only 4 of the 37 Q^-
ployees rated "Cutstanding" were ungraded employees. The
percentages in this survey showed O.OljC of the ungraded
group rated "Outstanding", i.e. 26 times as many in the
"white-collar" group. Thus it seems that while the low per-
centages of "Outstanding" in each group is indicative of the
high standards necessary for this rating, the standards are
^^Twelf th Naval District Bulletin No. L^, 0£. cit.
(
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not necessarily uniformly interpreted, nor comparably ap-
plied by raters in the different groups.
Another phase of the ratinp procedure which was invest-
i^^ated was the effect on ratings of the requirement for full
written Justification for certain marks. This was facilitat-
ed by the fact that some of the naval activities included in
the survey had the local requirement of justifying with
written statements the "0" factor marks on "Satisfactory"
rating sheets; whereas other activities had no such require-
ment on these sheets, requiring written justification only
when the over-all rating was "Outstanding".
In activities not requiring written justification of
"0" factor marks, 18^ of the "Satisfactory" rating sheets
had one or two individual factors marked "C". In contrast
to this, activities requiring the justification of "C" factor
marks showed that only 1^ of the "Satisfactory" rating sheets
had one or two individual factors marked "0".^-^ Thus it is
seen that the requirement for written substantiation of marks
exerts a significant influence on the ratings - perhaps as
much as the interpretation of the standards.
These results might also partially explain some of the
difference between the percentages of "Outstanding" ratings
made in "blue-collar" and "white-collar" groups. It is felt





in ccmposinf these required written justification statements
than do office and clerical personnel, who do similar work
as part of their daily job. For the man who seldom is called
upon to write up this type of formal statement, the require-
ment can v/ell become a real chore, in addition to taking up
a £:ood deal of time which could better be used in other super-
visory duties. Consequently, if it can be avoided as a part
of the rating procedure, it usually is. Another factor which
undoubtedly contributes to the predominance of graded employ-
ees in the "Outstanding" category is the fact that these
people commonly are in the higher echelons of management
where their actions have greater effect on the entire or-
ganization. The fact that they are paid mere, and consequent-
ly are expected to do tasks which may seem outstanding to
those in lower echelons, is often overlooked. This has the
effect of givinf lower echelons an unrealistic viev; of the
standards for "Outstanding'' when they are applied to "blue-
collar" jobs. Factors of status, prestige, and different
ideas of the value of such a rating also seem to influence
the unequal distribution of "Outstanding" ratings between
the two groups. The amount due to any one of these factors
cannot be readily determined however.
But what about the other two adjective ratings?
Enough has been said, it would seem, about a classification
into which fall only I4 out of some 3000 employees. Even
more insignificant, numberwise at least, is the adjective
rating of "Unsatisfactory". There are no "Unsatisfactory"
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ratings at rJCPI. This is due prininrily to the .-ncrrisG of
complicated regulations and sheer labor involved with the
awarding of this rating. It is usually simpler for the
supervisor to fet rid of such people by other means, to
effect reassignment or discharfe on ether £'rcunds
,
than to
bother with the extended warning periods, written statements,
appeals, hearir^s, and other ri^^amarole connected with the
22
awarding of an "Unsatisfactory" performance rating. Con-
sequently, when performance ratings are made, unsatisfactory
employees are already gone or are in the process, on other
grounds. So why complicate matters for everyone by formally
rating a person "Unsatisfactory"
I
Thus it is seen that what v/as set up as a three -step
rating scale is, for all practical purposes, only a one- step
rating scale (whatever that may be). The other tv.o adjective
ratings being what they are, there is only one alternative
left to the rater. That is to rate the employee "Satisfactory",
and let it go at that. The rather perfunctory method of
doing this might have seemed surprising when it was first
encountered in the description of the present system; but
in so far as influencing the distribution of ratings is con-
^^Some three pages of NCFI's Performance Appraisal and
Rating ll^nual are devoted to outlining the procedures which
must be followed in order to award an "Unsatisfactory"
rating. They concern primarily warning requirements and ap-
peals procedures. The time required to go through the entire
procedure could be as long as I50 days.
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cerned, it has had no effect. The present procedure of auto-
matically awarding "Satisfactory" ratings to all except
those who were listed as "Outstanding" in the preliminary
list, was inaugurated after two years of handing out rating:
sheets for each employee. Since all of the sheets caae back
marked "Satisfactory" (except for 12 or 14 out of 3,000),
after considerable expense in both time and effort on the
part of both personnel office employees and supervisors,
the present "automatic" system was decided upon. It is con-
sidered to be a definite improvement in the administration
of the present prog;ram by all concerned because it eliminates
nearly all of the paper work, and still fives the same re-
sults.
One effect of using this procedure, however, has been
to further reduce the already low emphasis on the use of
employee rating as an instrument for strengthening super-
visor-employee relationships. The technique fives little
basis for analysis of employee weaknesses or strengths, and
provides no record of improvement nor decline in performance.
Whereas a good merit rating procedure could provide an in-
centive for the employee, this system shows only "Satis-
factory", on all counts, for everybody, year after year.
Consequently, any clinical use normally associated with rating
is disregarded.
It is seen that 99*5/^ of all employees receive the
adjective performance rating of "Satisfactory". There are

29
no fraduations within this catefory; the near-outstanding,
are rated the same as the near-unsatisfactory, and the re-
cord shows nothing more. Little use is possible for ratings
made using the system, and possitle use is neglected because
of general dissatisfaction and disinterest. To again use
the allegory concerning shoes; where the old Uniform Effic-
iency Rating System sought to standardize on one size and
force everyone to wear it, the Performance Rating System
seems to have solved the problem by the simple expedient of
painting everybody's feet black. It looks like shoes (from
a distance at least), and doesn't pinch anyone; but it just
isn't shoes. And it doesn't benefit anyone.
The Problem of Trying to Improve Performance Rating at NCPI
The problem presented is not one of whether the Per-
formance Ratirig System should be replaced by some other
rating, system. The problem is essentially that of how can
this system be improved; since the Performance Rating System
is a fact-of-life which has to be lived with at NCPI.
It must be realized that this present formal rating
system is mandatory at NOPI. The purposes outlined, the
standards for rating, the choice of ratings, the rating
sheet itself, and the formal procedures involved are speci-
fically laid dov/n by rules and regulations deriving from the
Performance Rating Act of 1950. This is the law, and it is
not within the power of plant officials to prescribe any
deviations in the required procedure which will violate
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these specifications. In addition, there js an attitudinal
problem regarding ratinf , based upon dissatisfaction with
the present system, and its [redecessor. Since the history
of xerit rating at T^OPI has been one of unsatisfactory
results, there is considerable skepticism regarding any
scheme of rritinp which might be proposed.
To obtain a reliable rating scheme of practical use to
those who will be concerned with it, and still stay within
the framework prescribed by law, is the rather formidable
problem existing at KOPI. Indeed, the problem exists through-




Getting a Proper Perspective of the Possible Uses for Fer-
formance Ratings at NOPI
After exploring the background of rating at NOPI and
pointing out some of the immediate aspects of the problem,
we arrive at the $64 question, viz . •*what can be done about
ItV" How can Performance Rating be improved as a tool for
personnel management? Before launching into any specific
proposals or revisions of the present system, it seems advis-
able to reexamine the purposes of Performance Rating, and
try to gain a clearer perspective of the proper uses for
this tool - assuming for the moment that a practical tool
can be developed, if needed for a legitimate purpose.
Performance ratings are now supposed to be used primar-
ily as a basis for a number of administrative actions.
These purposes for rating , listed in the rating manual under
the heading of "Uses of Performance Ratings", include: deter-
mining pay increases, promotion, reassignment, demotion, se-
paration, compiling retention lists for reductions in force,
and awards consideration. Examination of many of these
personnel actions reveals, however, that even if reliable
and objective ratings of personnel were available, they
could have little effect in influencing these actions due
to a number of other regulations and practices which are
-^NOPI, Performance Appraisal and Ratinp Ifenual, p. 4«
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more directly applicable and dominant in most cases, In-
grade pay increases, for example, are based primarily on
length of service. Promotions are based upon competitive
examination, or else result from the qualification of an
understudy who moves up when the incumbent vacates the high-
25
. w 2ii
er Job. Retention lists consider seniority and veteran's
status primarily in compilation of retention points,'
Separation ordinarily results from personality conflicts, or
from obvious rule infractions, or from gross ineptness during
the probationary period; and so it goes. In fnct, in nearly
26
every administrative action mentioned regarding personnel,
there are so many other aore directly applicable and more
predominant rules to consider that the effect of performance
ratin^^s cannot be properly brought to bear, regardless of
their reliability or validity.
The one exception is the aforementioned use of the
"Outstanding** rating to bring deserving employees to the
attention of the awards committee. This is quite proper; but
as has been pointed out, whether this, in itself, should be
the sole basis for the granting of such awards (as it now
seems to be) is questionable.
All in all, it seems that any effort to improve the
\^avy Civilian Persorjiel Instructions . Instruction No.
16c.




present ratini^ system for the purpose of providing a better
and more useable basis for administrative actions would be
extremely impractical vilthin the existing legal framework
of personnel regulations, since the ratings cannot have but
negligible effect. In other words, why get a better umbrella
when you can only use it indoors!
One wonders why Performance Rating has been tried at
all for these purposes. It seems primarily due to the fact
that a record of the rating, on the present rating form, is
required by law for official employee records. Historically
this record of rating is felt to have a pertinent place in
these records, and being there, it should be used for admin-
istrative actions. This concept is deeply ingrained in
civil service personnel through their experience with the
past rating systems. //it might be said, however, that the
present system, through its ineptness at providing any sub-
stantial differentiation between employees, has resulted in
considerable deemphasis of the importance given to the re-
cords of Official Performance Ratings when considering ad-
ministrative actions. Unfortunately, this deemphasis in ad-
ministrative importance has not been accompanied by an in-
creased emphasis on other pertinent aspects of the program
outlined in the Performance Rating Act of 195^.
For there still remains another important and practical
purpose which can be served by careful and systematic per-
formance rating. That is to help the supervisor deal more
effectively with his people; to raise their morale, and to
I
3k
better their performance and efficiency en the Job through
systematic appraisal and review of their work. This pur-
pose for ratinf has also been recognized in the Performance
Rating Act of 195^, and in the regulations and rules based
upon this law which are currently in effect at NOPI. In the
NCPI rating manual, in the section entitled "Information for
3mployees"
, this purpose for rating is noted as follows:
The Performance Rating Act requires that each rating plan
provide for:
(1) Recognizing merit of employees and their contributions
to efficiency and economy in the Federal Service.
(2) Making proper performance requirements known to em-
ployees and appraising their performance in relation to
such requirements.
(3) Using performance appraisals to improve the effective-
ness of employee performance, and for strengthening super-
visor-employee relationships.
(4) Keeping employees currently advised of their perform-
ance and promptly notifying them of their performance
rating 5.2?
Whether fulfillment of these provisions was expected
to be a natural consequence of a system satisfactory for the
administrative purposes previously outlined, or whether it
was not considered to be a bonafide purpose for rating, is
not known. What is known, however, is that these objectives
apparently were not considered to be of any great importance,
or else were not fully understood by those who were charged
with the development of the Performance Rating Plan at NCPI.





As a result, very little effort has been aade to facilitate
their achievement.
In fact, they have not even been seriously considered
to be a formal part of the rating plan, but merely as an
informal part of the day-to-day supervisory process. It is
in this connotation that they are even mentioned in the
rating manual.
When one thus examines critically all the possible
purposes to be served by Performance Ratinf s , the most lofic-
al direction to £0 in order to improve the rating situ^ition
at NCPI becomes readily apparent. The only feasable course
open is that of shifting the emphasis on the purpose intend-
ed to be served by Performance Ratings from administrative
purposes to the clinical purpose mentioned. This requires
considerable adaptation of the present system. More than
that, it requires a completely new concept of rating on the
part of the personnel who must participate, especially at
the top level of management.
Discussion of Rating Concepts Involved in Improving the Per-
formance Ratin^^ System at NOPI
It seems that most of the dissatisfaction with the
Performance Rating System at NOPI stems from a basic lack
of understanding of what the system is really supposed to
accomplish, and of the rating principle which is involved.
The following two sentences, taken from the basic des-
cription of the Performance Rating System in NCPI's rating
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manual, seem tc represent the present concept cf Performance
Rating in its entirety. They seem more applicable to the
old Uniform Efficiency Rating System than to the present
system.
Definition ki\ employee's performance rating other than
an entrance rating, is an over-all appraisal of the em-
ployee's work performance expressed in writing.
Uses of Performance Rating Performance Ratings are used
for determining pay increases, promotion, demotion, separa-
tion, for compiling retention lists for reduction in force,
and awards consideration for employees with "Outstanding"
ratings. 28
No mention is made of possible uses for employee development.
The present rating system really represents an entire-
ly different concept of rating when it is compared to the
old Uniform Efficiency Rating System. As a result of the
Hoover Commission's investigation of the problem and its
29
subsequent recommendations, the Performance Rating Act of
1950 was passed, establishing an entirely new system. It
changed the requirements , the procedures , and the whole con-
cept of Federal employee merit rating. Unfortunately, these
sweeping changes were not made in the thinking of the people
who were charged with administering the new system.
Clearly, the Performance Rating System was designed
primarily to improve employee efficiency by use of systematic
appraisals of his performance. Cf secondary importance is
^ Op. cit .
,
p. 3-M-*
29see p. 14 for detailed list of these recommendations.
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the provision that official records: be kept of these period-
ic appraisals and evaluations for reference in making ad-
ministrative decisions affecting personnel. The old Uniform
Efficiency Rating System was primarily one of "keeping score"
in so far as the rating procedure w^s concerned. There is
a considerable difference between the two J The whole idea
of Performance Rating should be to let the employee know
what is expected of him, how he is doing, and of formulat-
ing plans for the improvement of his performance. The very
heart of this system is the interview between employee and
supervisor in which these things are discussed. Of little
importance in this system is the grade, or mark of relative
merit, which an individual receives.
This idea apparently has not been fully realized by
those who have long been associated with the older "score-
keeping" type of system. These people, who have been
charged with administering the new system, have not been
able to throw off the older concepts of rating, nor to" fully -^
understand what is involved in making the new system function
properly.
Some of these persisting concepts are the ideas that
the rating form is primarily responsible for the success or
failure of the system, and thit the grades given should be
used only for administrative actions. This has been man-
ifested at NCPI by the futile attempt to adapt the simple
3 factor rating form to a score-keeping type of thinking.
i
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The rating menual has devoted considerable space to outlining
a number of abstract characteristics to be considered by
raters before marking the three factors which actually ap-
pear on the rating sheet. In the section entitled, "Guides
for Performance Rating of Outstanding" , some three pages of
general traits and standards are designated as requirements
if the rating of "Outstanding" is to be justified.^^ There
is nc such list of requirements for "Satisfactory"ratings
because there is no place else to go along this line of
thought. Criteria for "Satisfactory" ratings simply consist
11
of, "less than Outstanding, but not Unsatisfactory."-^ No-
where in the manual is there any section devoted to "Guides
for Interviewing", or "Discussing Ratings with Employees".
Nor is there any provision made for designating available
time or places whereifi these interviews are to be accomplish-
ed.
This feeling of the inadequacy of the rating scale is
not confined solely to the top levels of management. Last
year, a series of supervisory conferences was held at NCPI
for the purpose of improving Performance Rating. Among the
several formal recommendations resulting from these confer-
ences was the following one:
Outstanding seems to be too restrictive, and Satisfactory




Is too broad In coverage. Therefore, if the three present
adjective ratings are retained, there should be two' ad ject-
ive ratings added, one between Satisfactory and C'Jtstandinp
to indicate above Satisfactory but not far encu^'-h above to
be Outstanding, and ancther tetv/een Satisfactory and Unsat-
isfactory to Indicate not entirely Satisfactory but not
entirely Unsatisfactory.32
This statement is clearly a reflection of the idea of "score-
keeping" as it was done on the old Unlfor:ii Efficiency Rating
form, and of the feeling that the system is at fault because
of the inadequacy of the rating fcrm.
The big complaint is therefore, that the rating form
which is now required defeats the whole purpose of rating.
Since supervisors can only mark 3 factors and, for all prac-
tical purposes, can only assign the one mark of "Satisfactory"
to these, the whole idea of merit rating is meaningless - to
the present way of thinking at NCPI anyhow. Such frustration
Is Justifiable in the existing situation.
The nature of the complaints lodged against the pre-
sent system, the procedures and instructions which have been
developed, and the eventual near-demise of the system (for
all practical uses at least) , are all manifestation of this
carrying over of inapplicable concepts of rating in the pre-
sent situation. These concepts must be thrown off and re-
placed by another concept if Performance Rating is to be of
any practical value for the purpose it was basically intend-
ed to serve. Of paramount importance is the idea that per-
formance ratings are primarily directed toward present and
-^^See note 19, P. 23.
A
40
future aevelopment of the employee rnther than "keeping score'
of his p:ist performance. It should te clear, in the present
circumstances at least, th^t no possible use can be made of
the score anyhow, so far as administrative actions are con-
cerned.""
The remainder of this paper is devoted to a proposal
for developing a system better suited to the accomplishment
of the intended (•ind far more practical) purpose of Perform-
ance Rating, viz . to improve employee and supervisory ef-
ficiency in the performance of their jobs through systematic
appraisal and constructive review of employee performance.
The Proposed Rating Procedure-General Considerations
The rating procedure proposed hereinafter is designed
primarily to facilitate and emphasize those aspects of the
present Performance Rating System mentioned in the rating
manual as part of the regular day-by-day supervisory pro-
cesses. The following is quoted for information from that
section of the manual entitled, "Information for Employees".
This Plan [Performance Rating] provides that appraisals
of employee performance will be made and used as part of
the regular day-by-day supervisory processes. Such per-
formance appraisals are not ordinarily v/rltten, but they
are the appraisals that are made in the minds of super-
visors as they oversee the performance of the work. The
major objectives of this performance appraisal program





through the continuous, constructive use of perfornnnce
appraisals In the regular supervisory processes; (2) to
improve the effectiveness of all employees in the perform-
ance of their work; and (3) to improve the efficiency r.nd
economy of the service through the improvement of perform-
ance of both supervisory and non-supervisory employees.
Under this program you will be kept advised of the accom-
plishments that are properly expected of ycu, and you will
be currently informed of the extent to which you are meet-
ing, falling short of, or exceeding the requirements pro-
perly expected. You will also be given appropriate super-
visory assistance, consistent with your needs as shov/n by
the current appraisals of your performance. In addition,
your supervisor will endeavor to provide you appropriate
recognition for your accomplishments through all available
means. Also, he will endeavor to give you all proper in-
centives to do the best work of which you are capable; and
it is desired that you and he work together as a team to
your mutual advantage in accomplishing the work for which
your jobs have been established in the organization.3^
These words, with a few modifications in the methods
to be used, express the renl purpose behind Performance
Rating as the author feels it was intended to be, and as
this paper proposes that It be. It is felt that a much
better method for the achievement of these objectives lies
in the use of a formal plan for systematically appraising
employees in such a manner as to periodically and regularly
provide the supervisor with an opportunity to supply this
information to every employee, clearly, honestly, and in
such a way that it will be helpful. How may this be done?
Since the presently used Performance Rating forms and
the perfunctory methods of rating are in such general dis-
favor at NCPI, and, in addition, are so closely associated
in the minds of both employees and supervisors with official
3^02. clt. . p. 16.
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records and adnilnistrstive actions, it seems most advisable
to set up a completely separate and distinct program for this
purpose. It could be called "Employee Progress Review",
or "Employee Development Flr.n" , or some such name so as to
disassociate it from Performance Rating as it is now Inter-
\
preted at NCPI. Then at least such a plan would not start
with two strikes against it.
The purpose of the new plan is to help the supervisor
to deal with his people, and to improve employee efficiency
by means of: (1) letting the employee know what is expected
of him by his particular supervisor, (2) letting the employ-
ee know how he is doing, and (3) improving the understand-
ing between the employee and his supervisor. The fundamental
element of the plan for achieving these objectives is a
carefully planned
,
periodic interview between the employee
and his supervisor. This Interview is to be based upon the
supervisor's recorded observation of employee performance.
The rating form and the rest of the entire rating procedure
are designed to get the utmost benefit from these interviews.
The proposal tc set up an entirely revamped plan for
the purpose of "advising employees of the accomplishments
which are properly expected of them, informing them of the
extent to which they are meeting, falling short of, or ex-
35
ceeding the requirements properly expected," etc. ^ is deem-
^^See the excerpt from the NCPI rating manual which is
quoted on pages I4.O and 1,1.
i
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ed advisable because r. 11 available evidence seems to support
the conclusion that this is not beir.f done under the present
Performance Appraisal and Rating Plan. In a recent attitude
survey which was conducted at NCPI, the question was asked,
"How often does your supervisor discuss your job performance
with you?" Only 16^ answered "once a year", and 6^ more
answered "at least every 6 months". The remainder answered
as follows: 19^ - "only when something foes wrong"; 22^ -
seldom or never"; and 36^ - "often enough, but not on a
regular schedule". Four percent failed to answer this
question. Another pertinent question vjhich v«as asked on the
survey was, "Are you satisfied with the credit you receive
from your supervisor when you do a good Job?" Only 2A^ of
the employees at NCPI indicated that they were "entirely
satisfied" with the credit they receive from their super-
37
visors when they do a good Job.^'
The above answers would indicate that the "day-by-day
supervisory process"^ of employee appraisal is not being
used in the manner in which it was intended, viz . to keep
the employee advised of his performance in comparison with
Priest, Charles, Jr., An Appraisal of Factors /^ffect-
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^"Refer to excerpt from NCPI rating manual cited on
pages 40 ^JTid 4i*
Ii
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wh'^it Is properly expected of him. In fact, so fnr r.s the
Ferforiaance Rating Plan presently In use is concerned, there
is no specific listinf of whfit i_s properly expected of any
employee.' That is, there is no specific set of criteria in
relation to which an eziplcyee's performance can be appraised.
To be sure, there are a number of g-eneral characteristics
enumerated in the rating manual as "Guides for Ferformnnce
Ratiri^'s of Outstanding", but these are va^ue and general
qualities requiring superlatives in every aspect of perform-
39
ance. "^ They are, as stated, tc be used as guides for making
"Cutstanding" ratings only.
The day-by-day appraisal program outlined in the manual
and quoted on pages 39 and 4O seems to imply that employees
shall be kept informed of their performance, not only when it
is outstanding or unsatisfactory, but also when it meets re-
quirements satisfactorily. As it is presently understood
and administered at NCPI , the Performance Rating System does
nothing to facilitate constructive use of performance ap-
praisals in the regular supervisory processes. There are no
performance criteria which have been established for a super-
visor to compare with actual performance in appraising employ-
ees. There is no systematic method of using performance
appraisals regularly to keep the employee informed of how he
is doing. There is no planned opportunity for the supervisor
39 Cp . cit.
,
p. 3 • 12-15'
%
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and employee to get together to "better supervisor-employee
relations" by objectively discussing problems relating- to
employee performance. In short, the day-by-day processes
which are taken for granted in conjunction ^ith the Perforn:-
ance Rating Plan are not a reality.
It is for this reason, and because of the facts pre-
viously mentioned regarding the extreme limitations on the
use of rating scores for administrative actions,^ that a
new rating plan should be inaugurated at NCPI.
The nev7 plan is more of a Performance Review than a
Performance Rating. It will consist essentially of establish
ing performance criteria for each job supervised, observing
actual employee performance in relation to these criteria,
and recording these observations. The recorded observations
will be used to fill out a rating sheet which will serve
both as a record of the employee's performance and as the
guide for the supervisor in interviewing the employee. Such
a plan is both within the spirit and the letter of the law
as set forth in the Performance Rating Act of 1950. More-
over, if such a plan were properly established as a regular
personnel policy, the objectives cited in the rating manual
could more nearly be achieved. These are;
(1) To increase the effectiveness of supervision





(2) To improve the effectiveness of all employees
in the performrince of their work.
(3) To improve the efficiency and economy of the
service through the improvement of performance
of both supervisory and non-supervisory employees
The remainder of this paper is devoted to the develop-
ment of such a ratinf plan. It is intended to outline some
of the steps which are deemed necessary, if a workable plan
is tc be established at NOFI.
Developing- the Rating Plan
A number of rating plans have been described in the
literature concerning merit rating. Many of these, similar
in scope to the proposed plan, have enjoyed a considerable
degree of success. NCFI, however, is a unique concern
(What establishment is not?), having its own particular
organizational and personnel structure. For this reason, it
seems more advisable to develop the rating plan within the
organization itself, rather than to merely borrow the forms
and rules from an already established rating plan. This pro-
cedure will insure a plan which will better fit the needs of
the plant, and, it is hoped, will result in a plan which
can be "lived with" by those who will be using it.
This is not to say that there are not a number of
good ideas in many of the other similar plans which have
been publicized. The principles involved are basically the
same in all; the forms and administrative rules and controls
vary considerably. The following basic principles and pro-
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cedures involved in this type of a ratinr plan have been
listed by Rundquist and Bittner. All in all they typify
the type of program which seems especially appropriate in
the present situation.
1. It [the rating method] has a single purpose, name-
ly to help supervisors deal with their people
more effectively.
2. It employs a simple rating form that serves mere-
ly as a convenient medium for recording informa-
tion contributing to the basic principle.
3. Each rater develops for every Job supervised a
"job definition" consisting of a list of the
important job perforziance elements which he will
refer to in judging a vvorker's performance on
the job.
q.. Raters observe the employee's work with particular
reference to the performance elements in the job
definition.
5. Comments on outstandingly good or poor perform-
ances are recorded as they occur during the
rating period.
6. At the end of the rating period, the rater's
evaluation of the employee is recorded on the
form in terms of a summary of the worker's
strong and weak points, added training or ex-
perience he needs , and a simple over-all perform-
ance rating.
7. The employee is interviewed by the rater, v.ho ex-
plains the rating to him. Plans are made to
help the employee overcome his weaknesses. ^-1
^^undquist, Edward A. and Eittner, Reign H. , "A Lferit
Rating Procedure Developed By and For the Raters", Rating
Employee and Supervisory Performance
.
American I.!anafe.T.ent
association. New York, 1950'
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Consideratle care and effort niust be expended when
developing ri plan alonr these basic ideas if the ultimate
product is tc be an acceptable and valuable port of the
personnel policy. Especially is this true when one considers
the hapless background concerning rating at NOPI , and the
present official concept at TJOPI regarding this type of
rating - whereby it is taken for granted as part of the day-
by-day supervisor-employee relationship. From all evidence,
the latter is more wishful thinking than fact.
The remainder of this section is devoted to a discuss-
ion of the steps involved in setting up the "new" rating
plan at ^XPI , and some suggestions as to how they may be ac-
complished in the present situation. There are four distinct
phases involved in developing the plan before putting it into
operation. These may be listed as follows:
1. Getting the program started.
2. Developing the rating criteria
3. Training the raters.
4. Establishing the necessary control and administra-
tive procedures.
Each of these phases will be explained and discussed
in greater detail.
Getting the Program Started . This phase is concerned
primarily with "selling" the top levels of management on the
plan, organizing for the development of the following phases
of the plan, and estallishing the general policies for
developing and administering the program.
t
k9
A rating- caimittee should be appointed to develop the
rating plan. This comiEittee should consist of the top man
from each department in the plant, since these people are
the ones who are directly responsible for personnel practices
and the ein;:loyee performances resulting from them. It is
believed that this committee idea will allow full participa-
tion by all departments and will result in the development
of a plan which can be lived with by all concerned. In ad-
dition, better understanding of the final plan, its objec-
tives, methods, and underlying concepts will be considerably
more widespread than if only one department, say Industrial
Relations , were to develop the plan and then publish it to
all departments for compliance.
After the committee has been named, a series of con-
ferences should be l^ld under the direction of the Industri-
al Relations Department. The Personnel Director should care-
fully explain the purpose of the proposed plan and the con-
cepts of rating and personnel administration upon which it
is based. Discussion should include a review of the de-
ficiencies of rating as it is now done and the reasons for
these shortcomings - hitting principally on the fact that
rating is of little value for administrative actions, and
that this is not the real purpose anyhow. Admit past mis-
interpretation of the Performance Rating Act and the direc-
tives on rating, and create the resolve to correct the




is to get the idea of "clinical" ratin^^ across, and to
"sell" the top people on the potential results of a perform-
ance review and employee development type of plan. If they
are not convinced that such a plan will help them to do
their own jobs better, how can they convince others under
them of the sane thing?
This top-level committee should be given full responsi-
bility for the development of the rating plan from this point
on. This rating plan is designed primarily to facilitate and
emphasize the supervisory functions described on page 34
»
which are inescapably line responsibilities. The idea is
that those who are to have this responsibility should also
have the authority to develop the tools they need for dis-
charging this responsibility.
Once the basic idea of what is wanted has been put
across, the next step involves organizirig for subsequent
development. The plan should be given a name; for example,
"Employee Appraisal and Development Plan," to identify it
as a new and distinct personnel policy. A formal statement
of the objectives of the plan, the methods to be used in
setting up the plan at the lower levels, policies, general
considerations, etc. should be decided upon and written up
for all members of the committee. A tentative rating form
could be made up at this time.
There are a number of different types of rating forms
which have been proposed for use with this type of rating
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plan.^ Essentially the form should provide spaces for the
following information: what the employee does especially
well and what he does poorly, what added training or ex-
perience he needs to make him more valuable , a simple over-
all performance evaluation by checking one of four or five
descriptive phrase^ ; day-to-day comments on outstandingly
good or poor performances; the employee's reaction to his
present job and other jobs he might prefer; and the employ-
ee's signature indicating that he has had the rating explain-
ed to him. One example of this type of form is shown in
Figure 5» It is the primary instrument involved in planning
the supervisor-employee interview which is so vital to the
success of this type of rating procedure.
This, in general, describes the scope of the first
phase. It is perhaps the most important, but at the same
time, it is only the first step in developing the plan.
Developing the Rating Criteria . This phase consists
of formulating the "Job definitions", in reference to which
the employee's performance is to be judged. This is prlmari-
^For several examples of such rating forms see:
a. Dooher, U, Joseph and Ilarquis , Vivienne (eds.),
Rating Employee and Supervisory Performance . American Man-
agement Association, New York, 1950* » P* I45»
b. Conference Board Report, "Employee Rating",
Studies in Personnel Policy No. 39, National Industrial Con-
ference Board, Inc., New York, 1942, p. 30.
c. Conference Board Report, "Appraisal of Job Per-
formance"
,
Studies in Personnel Policy No. 121, National









1. Purpow »nd i
TO BE FILLED OUT BY EMPLOYEE
AT END OF REPORT PERIOD
1. Has this progress report
been explained to you?
J. Do you like the kind of
work you are now doing?—
""'ould y<
-ork? If lo, what kind?
TO BE FILLED OUT BY SUPERVISOR
AT TIME OF TERMINATION
2. Would you rehire?-
Employee's tignatur-
FIG. 5(b),
SiiMPLE ELli^LOYEE REPORT FCRIJ (REVERSE SIDE)
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ly a function of each depr:rtment , and involves all levels
of supervision.
There are a numter of reasons which have been cited
for the failure of merit ratinf systems or which have con-
tributed to such failure, I.!erit rating systems may fail
because:
a. There is confusion as to the purposes of the sys-
tem.
b. There is confusion about what is to be measured
and hew to measure.
c. The raters have had no part of their development.
d. The procedures involved do not help the rater tc
achieve the basic purpose of the system.
e. Sufficient time is not allowed for the procedure
involved.
f. Raters are not sold on the value of the system. ^-^
Cne of the best possible methods for avoiding many of the
above pitfalls is by having the people who are to use the
system participate in its development tc the greatest extent
possible. This is particularly true at the lower levels of
supervision.
Such participation on the pert of first and second line
supervisors should be an integral part of the development
of a rating plan at NCPI. In fact, it is essential if each
-
employee is to have his performance appraised in reL^tion to
what is expected of him on his particular job. It is the
^^Rundquist and Blttner, p. 42.
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task of each sujjervisor to establish rating criteria for
each of his employees. Since the number of people under
any one supervisor at NCPI is ordinarily less than ten or
fifteen, and these normally are on the same or similar types
of jobs; this listing of the elements required to success-
fully perform any job, or "Job definition", should not im-
pose too great a burden on any one supervisor. It will re-
quire careful and deliberate analysis of each job however,
plus a thorough understanding and acceptance of the rating
concepts underlying the whole procedure.
In order to carry out this phase of the rating plan
development, it is recommended that each department set up
a series of conferences in which the new rating policy is
discussed and explained. Convincing first and second line
supervisors of the practicability of the plan can be done,
if they are made to realize that such a procedure will help
them to help their people to do a better job.
When actual work on the job definitions is to begin
it would probably be better to let supervisors who oversee
similar groups of workers in the department work together,
2..^. foremen with foremen, and leadingmen with leadingmen.
In order to make sure that they have the idea of what is
wanted, a typical job definition can be presented to the
entire conference group for discussion and comment. Such a
job definition has been worked out, in conjunction with the
preparation of this paper.

56
The follovvlne' job del'inition is a listing of the ele-
ments which are required of a leadingnian (first line super-
visor) in the L!achine Tool Section of the Production Depart-
.Tient, if he is to perform his job efficiently. The list was
compiled in a conference between the 3 foremen in this
section. ^^ It represents the group opinion as to specific
requirements for success on the job as a leadingnian, and
outlines the elements of performance which are to be observ-
ed in appraising the employee's actual performance. These
then are the rating criteria for the particular job of




I. Flow of work through Sections.
a. Routing orders through Section to meet production
schedule.
b. i^oving jobs y/ith largest number of hours first.
c. Educating and telling Snapper s^-^and men how many
At NOPI in this Department the lowest level of super-
vision is the leadingman. The next higher level is the fore-
man. In this instance there are 3 foremen - one for lathes,
one for milling machines, and one for drills and grinders.
Each of these has a number of leadingmen under him, each in
charge of a given number of machines and operators.
^^Snappers are not supervisory personnel, but are rank
and file assistants to the leadingman - a "straw toss" who
may act in the leadingman' s absence.
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parts you expect per hour and day regardless of
estimated time on routing.
d. If estimated time is low, contact ycur supervisor,
while operation is running and not after operation
is completed.
e. Know at all times ho'.v each Snapper and men are
performing on their operations.
f. Give i.iimediate attention to trouble regardless of
importance, whether it be operational, tool or
machine - If operation is down because of trouble,
move worker to another machine.
g. Keepir-g Snappers gainfully employed and follow-up
after giving instructions.
h. Placing right man on the Job,
i. Flexibility - If one type of machine is loaded can
job be run on another type, (Example, from bench
lathe to engine or vs - considering running time
and whether or not it would pay. Hot Jobs - do
you get them started and keep them moving?
j. Moving men as workload progresses from one Section
to another.
k. Setting an ex?.m.ple of industry.
1. How well your operations are held for future op-
erations, such as squareness, concentricity etc.
II. :;uality.
a. Controlling the amount of scrap machined in your
section.
III. Cooperation.
a. How well you cooperate with your supervisor, other
supervisors and Inspection. 4^
IV. Personnel Problems.
a. How well you handle situations at your level?
^^Refers to the group of inspectors assigned to this







5. Starting' and quitting time.
6. Good housekeeping.
-7 Problems v/lth higher supervision.
V. Leadership.
a. How well your Snappers and v^orkers respond to your
wishes.
It is seen that such a job definition would consist essen-
tially of specific operations required by the job, ability
to get along with one's own group and others outside the
group if necessary, and certain personal characteristics
required for success on the job.
This "defining of the job" inherently forces a super-
visor to become aware of ;vhat is important and observable
in the jobs he supervises. The value of this procedure
should be apparent even apart from any subsequent rating
procedure which is to be based upon it. Supervisors must
analyze the real elements of success on the jobs which they
supervise and thus derive a better understanding of their
subordinates' work. In addition, since the traits to be
observed are determined by the rater, the common criticism
of being forced to use a standard list of traits in the
rating procedure should vanish. It is easier for a super-
visor to judge a person's performance on the basis of such
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requirements. Employee weaknesses and strengths become
apparent, and the supervisor is thus in a better position to
help the employee Improve. Finally, the supervisor will
find it as great deal easier to explain his rating when he
talks to the worker in terms of the job definition.
Training the Raters . This phase deals with developing
the most effective techniques for discussing performance
appraisals with ratees. It is not entirely separable from
the second phase which, in a sense, is the basic part of
the training. Therefore, this phase may be thought of as a
continuation of the previous phase, with emphasis on the
interview technique and operational training in rating.
The interview between the supervisor and the employee
resulting from the supervisor's observation and appraisal
of the employee's performance, is the heart of this rating
procedure. For it is here that the end result is to be
achieved. The previous steps of the rating procedure are
all pointed toward giving the supervisor a firm and factual
basis for discussing the employee's performance with him,
in order to let him know what is expected of him and how he
is doing. Properly managed, this Interview may be a most
effective supervisory tool. Some of the benefits which the




1, It lets him know what is expected of hla.
2. It lets hini loiow periodically whether his work is
satisfactory and, if not, wherein it is unsatis-
factory.
J • Positive steps for additional training are made
at this time.
i+. It improves the personal relationship between a
man and his supervisor.
5. It provides him with an opportunity to express his
point of view.
6. It causes the employee to make a self -analysis.
7» It stimulates interest in self-improvement.
8. It assures him credit for good performance.
All in all, the whole process assures the worker that his
efforts are appreciated, and ncr.Tially prompts him to put
forth i'reater effort to improve his performance. All too
often employees are literally starved for such information
due to the inadequacy of normal channels of communication
to reach their level.
Soiiie supervisors may at first be skeptical or reluc-
tant regarding interviews with their employees. However, it
has been the experience of numerous companies who have used
this technique, that once the procedure has been initiated,
the results are invariably gratifying.^' '.Vhen supervisors
^'See, for example, Arthur R. Laney, " "Getting Results
from I^erit Rating" , Ratine Employee and Supervisory Perform-
ance
. American Llana^ ement Association, Nev/ York, 195^^. See
also Rating Plans described in "Employee Rating" , Studies
in Personnel Policy £0. 22 > or the Case Studies in "Apprais-
al of Employee Performance" , Studies in Personnel Policy
No. 121
. National Industrial Conference Board, Inc., Kew York,
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realize that they too can renp great dividends in their own
jot performance as a result of these interviews, considerable
opposition can be overcome.
A short training course in interviewing techniques
should be given, and several conferences should be held in
which interviewing is discussed. Principles of good inter-
viewing are readily available for presentation. However,
the basic part of the interview training- will already have
been accomplished by the supervisor in making out his job
definitions. This, plus the actual observation of employees
and preparing his summary of opinion, will so prepr.re the
rater for the interview that he will have confidence in his
ability to handle such an interview. Such confidence and
knowledge of what he is talking about, added to the training
program, should make the interview a simple matter for the
average supervisor. A little practice v,*ill insure it.
The main points to follow in discussing performance
ratings with employees are:
a. Carefully plan the interview. If the report form
is filled in conscientiously and accurately you
will have the facts available. Decide upon a time
and place so as to avoid interruptions and dis-
tractions.
^ See "Employee Rating", Studies in Personnel Policy




fc. Put the employee at ec':ise. The purpose of this
interview is to provide 2 two-way flovi/ of informa-
tion in order to help the er.ployee , not to lecture
hia. Talk about mutual interests, and be friend-
ly.
0. Explain the purpose fully. Point out possible
benefits to the employee.
d. Talk about ^cod points first, and then cover each
point in detail. In so far as v/eaknesses are con-
cerned, list only those which the employee can do
something- about if he wants to. Be sure that you
can prove what you say with specific exaiLples,
and be ready to sug^-est some way of improving per-
formance in weak areas.
e. Summarize strong and v;eak points and develop a
plan v/ith the employee for future improvement.
Treating the employee as an individual rather than as
a payroll number in this manner can certainly £0 a long way
towards achieving the goal of "bettering supervisor-employee
relations".
Zstablishinp"^ the Necessary Control and Admini s t ra t ive
Proceaures . The fourth phase ccnsists of setting up ef-
fective control procedures to insure that the program is
carried out. Rating periods should be established in each
Department. Every six months in production departments and
perhaps annually in oth.ers is recommended. A rating schedule
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and a follow-up system should be set up, nnd ccurteous tut
insistent reminders should be sent to supervisors ccncerninp
overdue reports. A str. tistical summary of completed inter-
views by all supervisors in the Department, shovviai" which
are up to date and v;hich are not, would g'reatly facilitate
this procedure and would require little effort en the part
of office personnel. Control must be maintained to prevent
putting off ratings and interviews. Especially is this
true if employee ratings are spread out over the entire
rating cycle , to avoid ineffective "crash" programs at the
last minute.
During the period required to set up the program, the
Industrial Relations Department should prepare a new rating
manual incorporating all the features of the "Employee
Development Plan" of performance rating. This manual should
summarize the objectives of the plan and the procedures in-
volved, and it should be mnde available to all raters and
ratees. The plan should also be explained and publicized
to employees prior to its use. Only by knowledge can sus-
picion be averted, and replaced by confidence and willing
participation.
How the Proposed Plan Operates
After the job definitions have been formulated by each
supervisor for all jobs which he supervises , and the other
aspects of setting up Lhe program which have been previously
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menticr.ed have been acccmpllshed , the pl'^m c?in be put Into
operation. The supervisor should explnin the purpose of the
ne?; rating procedure to each of his employees and let him
know what he hr:s listed as important performance elements
on the employee's particular job, i..e_. his job definition.
The job definition may be revised as the employee progress-
es , but it is important that the employee knov/ what is ex-
pected of him at all times. This should not be arbitrarily
changed during any rating period unless he is so informed.
The supervisor sho^ild set up a performance file con-
taining; (a) the applicable job definition, and (b) a card
for recording actual performance, for each of his employees.
The supervisor will then observe the employee's actual per-
formance during the rating period, and note on the employee's
card any examples of outstandingly good, or poor, perform-
ance. This is a day-to-day process, and entries should be
made as they occur. These entries should pertain to specific
elements which have been listed on the job definition.
Two weeks before an employee's rating suamary is due,
the Department office should send his supervisor a copy of
the rating form on which the employee's name is typed. In
order to distribute the load better, employee ratings should
be spread evenly over the entire ratirig period in accordance
with a schedule which is maintained in the Department office.
Receipt of the rating form indicates to the supervisor that
a particular employee's rating is due in two weeks. He can
4
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then go to the card in his performance file and fill out the
form - using- his day-to-day entries to substantiate and
supplement his general over-all impressions regarding the
employee whom he is rating. The elements on the job defi-
nition should serve as his fuide in evaluating the employee's
actual performance.
After the form has been filled out, the supervisor
should review it with his immediate superior. Such a re-
view process serves two purposes. First of all it gives
the second line supervisor a chance to see how his super-
visors are handling this performance review job, and at the
same time, he becomes better acquainted with the rank and
file employees and how they seem to be doing on their jobs.
A second, and more important, aspect of such ': review is
the fact that a supervisor must explain and support his
opinions of an employee to the reviewer, and discuss any
which he is called upon to do. The reviewer may offer sug-
gestions regarding planning of improvement programs, avail-
ability of training courses, etc., which may be of help to
the rating supervisor. It is felt that such a review pro-
cess adds to the rater's confidence and enables him to plan
a more effective and productive interview before he talks
over the rating v/ith the employee.
After the supervisor has planned his interview with
the employee, he should consult with the employee and ar-
range for a time and place to conduct the interview. During
4
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the interview the supervisor should review the employee's
performance with him, and try to work out a positive plan
for lmprove:nent with the employee in those areas of his Job
perfcriaance v."here such a need is indicated. At the con-
clusion of the interview the employee should sifn the rating-
form signifying that it has been explained to him. After
the interview the supervisor should note on the form the
employee's reaction to the interview and the steps for im-
provement which v/ere agreed upon during the talk.
The completed rating form, having served its primary
purpose durin£ the interviev;, is then filed in the depart-
ment office for future reference. Needless to say the forms
should not be available to anyone except the rating super-
visor and his iiumediate superior. The information on these
forms which is pertinent should be coordinated with the
Training Director's work in setting up needed training pro-
graiLS. The forms v/hich are filed may also be referred to
when it is necessary to make the annual Performance Rating
vvhich goes into the employee's personnel Jacket. Informa-
tion is available to substantiate "Outstanding" ratings,
etc. In addition , the filed rating forms may be referred
to in case of appeals of Official Performance Ratings. An-
other reason for keeping them on file is the matter of fol-
low-up vvheri a new rating is tc be made up on the same employ-
ee .
'•Vhen supervisors fail to make ratings and interviews
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as scheduled, the office staff should remind them of the
fact, and such steps as are deemed necessary should be taken
to keep supervisors up to date in all ratings and interviews

CCNCLUSICKS
1. Merit rating is a perscnnel practice which, if prop-
erly designed and administered to meet the specific needs of
an organization, can be a valuable and useful management tool
2. The potential value of systematic employee apprais-
al has not been attained by the Federal rating plans which
have been used during the past decade.
3. The Uniform Efficiency Rating Plan failed primarily
because the rating plan itself was so poorly designed for
the purposes it was intended to serve.
a. It was based upon unvalidated assumptions.
b. Characteristics to be rated were vague and
often poorly defined.
c. There was no uniformity in rating standards.
d. The rules and regulations under which the plan
• was administered acted to prevent the appear-
ance of valid ratings.
U» The Performance Rating Plan has failed primarily
because prevailing concepts of rating have acted to prevent
understanding of the real purpose for which this plan was
designed. The consequent misuse of a basically good plan
has resulted in almost complete failure to derive any of the
benefits which are inherent in the plan.
a. As is now used, it provides no useful informa-
tion for administrative actions.

69
b. Even if such information were supplied, it could
not exert any appreciable effect in determining
personnel actions.
c. It was designed primarily to use performance
appraisals for ix-nproving the effectiveness of
employee performance and for strengthening
supervisor-employee relationships.
d. The plan is not used for its intended purpose.
e. Failure to understand how to appD.y the plan as
intended has led to frustration and withdrawal
of interest in its use for any purpose.
5. The proposed rating procedure emphasizes those
aspects of the Performance Rating plan which have been neg-
lected, and deemphasizes those which have led to the present
hapless situation.
a. Better understanding of Jobs supervised should
result in better supervision.
b. Pointing out specific deficiencies should
result in better employee performance.
c. Scheduling of well planned interviews gets
supervisor and employee together and should
result in improved up and down communications.
d. Better morale should result from the supervisor's
taking a more active interest in the growth and




The proposed rating procedure should be adopted if Per-
formance Rating is to be a valuable and useful tool for man-
agement under the present law governing this Federal personnel
practice. It lies within the intent and the letter of the
law governing Federal rating procedures.
The main ideas of the proposed procedure, namely those
of; (a) requiring the supervisor to analyze the Jobs he
supervises; (b) requiring the supervisor to let the employee
knew what is expected of him on his particular job; and (c)
letting the employee know how he is doing and how he may
improve his performance, should be of considerable value in
accomplishing the stated objective of "improving the effi-
ciency and economy of the Service through the improvement of'
both supervisory and non-supervisory personnel". -^ Tiffin-^
has stated the value of such a procedure as follows:
When this result [teaching supervisors how to inform their
men of weak spots without offending them] has been ac-
complished and when a supervisor is able to talk face to
face with his men about their weak as well as their strong
points, a long step has been taken toward solidarity in
the working group and toward the upgrading of men who
otherwise might, for lack of information, either remain
exactly where they are or actually regress.
^^NOPI Rating Manual, p. l6.
^^Tiffin, J., Industrial Psychology . Prentice-Hall, Inc.,
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